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November 30,1998

Lester A Snow, Executive Director
GALF~D I~a~t’-Delta Program
1416 Ninth Street,
Sacramemo, CA 9581,~

By fax: 916-,354-9780

Re: Preliminary Comments on Revised Phase 2 R®port Discussion Draft

Dear Lester:

i understand th=t at a meeting with stakeholders on November 18, yuu, ~Ked for
comments on a November 3 discussion draft of me Revised Phase 2 Rep~, A~hori~
staff have reviewed ~l~u ~raff repo~ ana offer me fol!~tng prelimina~ comments:

~riter{a for Seie~in~ a Preferred Alternative

¯ CALFED ,~ctions in the Delta in Stage 1 and the long-term should provide
continuous w~t~r quali~, water supply ~iiability an~ ~sneries improvements, i he
Phase 2 Repoff should, be revised to include near-, intermediate- and long-term

. ~enchmaf~s for water quality, water supply reliability and fisheries improvements
and a.pr~,:ess for monitoring progress toward tho~e benchmarks.

¯ In keepin;! with the principle of providing continuous improvements, the draft repo~

of storage andtor conveyance system improvements, or made available through
. morn flexi ole ~perating criteria, w=ll be shared by water users and the ecosystem. It
should also be made.clear in the mpo~ that fishe~ restoration mea~res, including
the DE~ actions, will not be implemented in a manner that redu~s water users’
supplies ~el~w level~ available under th~ Bay-Delta Accord.

= The set of Selection criteri~ upon which long-term facilities decisions are ~sed
shoul~ be expand~U to include ware[ supply mi=a~lh~. Consideratbn should also be
given to tFe ability of the long-term facilities to reduce salinity le~els in municipal
water supplies and to withstand ~ major ea~hquaRe or other ¢at~sttophic event.
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Assurances

The draft report does not adequately address the assurances needs of the water
users thai’ will be asked to fund the CALFF_.D Program. Authority Board members
have expressed strong coneernstha’~ the assurance pack~g~ wili need to be
strengthened before it will provide an adequate basis for a long-term investment
decision.

= The propc~sal to "evaluate and determine the appropriate mix of water management
t~ols during Stage 1" (page 38) is seemingly at odds w~t~ CALFED’s goat of
developi~,3 a finan~ plan in 1999. [Jtban water agencies will be gn=ble determine
whet~er or how much to inve= in the CALFED Program unless they have ~rm
a~uran~s as to whether the Program will meet their water quali~ a~d supply
reliabili~ ne~s.

= Th~ draft Phas~ 2 RepoR s~tes ;~a~ CALP~ staff, and the s~ffs of other state and
federal agencies, are ~nvestigating the option of developing a broa~ "pmgrammat~d’
evaluatio~ of the need for ce~ain facilities (page 107). The Final PEIRIS should, at
a minimur9, provide a Ss~ion 404 finding ~f need for the entire CALFED resource
mix - othe~ise, water users have no assurance that if they sa~is~ the condit=ons for

. storage, s’:orag¢ will be impleme~ed.
The discu:;sion on bundling (page 90) should make clear that individual projects
would not move fo~ard ahead of other projects in the bundle.
Please see ~ur comment below regarding the proposed assurance mechanism
water storage.

Water Use E~cienpy

¯ The urban rewc![n~ estimates ~n the table a~e incorrect. It appea~ that the
c~nse~ation poten~al and irrecoverable loss savings should be 967 TAF and 798
TAF respe~iveiy, not 9671 TAF and 7081 TAF.

¯ The urban conse~a~ion e=~mates appear to have been ~vised s}n~ the
Phase 2 Repo~ was release~. You may wish to include a footno~ explaining the
basis for tr=ese changes. (Please note that we did not a~empt to ved~ ~he
of the revise~ estimate.)

= ~ first paragraph On page 49 is unclear - does CALFED propose to utilize the
ce~ification framework proposed by CUWA and the EWC?

¯ The assuranc~ mec!~anism p=op~e~ in ~he s~on~ paragr~p~ on page 50 places
water usersin d0ubte-jeopardy. Agencies that fully implemen~ conse~ation
measures :ould be penalize~ due m the failure of othem m implement similar
measures How does CALFED intend to address this issue?
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¯ The proposed assurance mechanism is also essentially one-sided. Water users
have no assurance that if ~hey achieve a higl! leve~ of water use efficiency, CALFED
wil! construct surface storage. CALFED can address this issue, in pa~. by including
in the Final PEIS/R a 404 finding of need on the entire water resource mix, including
surface storage.

~, The fourth paragraph on page 50 should make clear that the financial assistance for
consee,,ation and water reoycting projects would be in the I’urrn of grants.

= The Stag~,~ 1 plan for water use efficiency ma~es, no specific mention of a certification
process fc~r water recycling. We suggest tibet certification, if appropriate, be
conductecl through th~ Urban Water Management Plan planning

Please se~ our le~te~ datec! November 10 (attached) for comments on the Water
Transfer Program,

Fin____a~ncing P,l_a_n

¯ The Finanoe Plan ~hould make clear that faciliIiu~ nestled to offse~ The impact orl
water user’s of dedicating additional flows to the environment (above Bay-Delta
Accora le~,’els) does not const=tute a "benefit" and should not be funded by water
users. Similarly, the portion of storage dedicated to environmental uses shoul~ ~e
publicly fu,’~ded.

= The discu=~sion on the financia~ baseline (pages 95 and 96) is unclea=. How does
CALFED ~lefine "ongoing impacts" and whydoes CALFED appear to hol~ users of
exis~i~g projects solely responsible for mit=gat=ng current andfuture impacts? Many
activities, including commercial fishing, recreation, urban development, industti~!
activities, agriculture, power generation and commercial stripping impact the-
environmental health of the RayJDelta on an ongoing basis. D~e.~ CALFED p~’opose
to hold those that benefit from those activities to the same "mitigation" standard?

¯ Tr~e propo.~al to helot project use~ responsible for ongoing project i~lpacts ~s
seemingly at odds with CALFED’s finding that t~e need for facilities to offset project
impacts (e .g., an isolate~ facility) has not been established.

¯ From our perspective° cost allocation proposals that are based on aliegecl "ongoing
impacts" a~°e divisive and unlii~ely to be accepted by a majority of stakeholders.
CALFED could provide a rationale for water user funding for tl3e ERP Py developing
assurance measures that guarantee water users that in return for their investment in
t!]e ERP, tl]ey will receive regulato~ certainty and increased supply reliability.
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I)ec-01-9~ 09;09am    From-                                                                T-491~ I~.0~/11 I:-40t)

Lester A. S~,~w
CALFED Ba}~-De!ta Program
Page 4

.The A~thority Board has tentatively scheduled a special meeting for January 14,
1999, to disc jss the CALFED dfuft preferre~ alternative, I would be p~eased if you, or
member of your staff, ~uld a~end the meeting to discuss with AuthoriW Board
membem the dra~ preferred alternative and the steps that must be ta~n to meet the
urban agencies" ass~mn~s needs.

if you h~ve any question= regarding t~e ~bew ~mmen~s, please ~ll ~e
at (619) 682-4!55, Also a~ached for your information are the Water Authority’s revised
policy princip es for a CALFED preferred alternative and implementation plan. The
principles de=~cdbe in more detail the Authodty’s expe=ations for the CAl..FED preferred
alternative wi~h respe= to wa~r supply reliability, water quali~, ecosy=em ~estoration,
water us~ e~ciency, the Water Transfer Cle=t~nghou~e, ~ssuran~ and ¢~st.

~in~ly,

Director of I~po~e~ Water

Cc. Steve Ritchie, Chief Depu~ Dire~or

A~achments
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